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U.S. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS’ BUDGET
FOR FISCAL YEAR 2001

THURSDAY, FEBRUARY 24, 2000

U.S. SENATE,
COMMITTEE ON ENVIRONMENT AND PuBLIC WORKS,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON TRANSPORTATION AND INFRASTRUCTURE,
Washington, DC.

The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 10:12 a.m. in room
406, Senate Dirksen Building, Hon. George V. Voinovich (chairman
of the subcommittee) presiding.

Present: Senators Voinovich, Chafee, Warner, Smith, Wyden and
Bond.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. GEORGE V. VOINOVICH,
U.S. SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF OHIO

Senator VoiNovicH. Good morning.

I'd like to welcome Lieutenant General Joseph N. Ballard, the
Chief Engineer and Commanding Officer of the U.S. Army Corps
of Engineers and the Honorable Joseph Westphal, Assistant Sec-
retary of the Army who will comprise our panel this morning.

Gentlemen, before we begin the hearing, I'd like to say that I'm
pleased to be here today as the subcommittee chairman of the
Subcommitte on Transportation and Infrastructure for my first
Army Corps of Engineers budget hearing.

As Governor of Ohio, | was impressed with the work of the Corps
of Engineers. In my experience, it is an agency with a high degree
of integrity that does its very best to meet the needs of local and
State governments and the public that they serve.

I was very pleased to work with my colleagues on the committee
to seek the swift passage of the 1999 Water Resource Development
Act during the last session of Congress and I'm committed to con-
tinuing the committee’s efforts in this session to pass a 2000 Water
Resource Development Act on time.

Authorizations are a very important first part of the process of
developing and maintaining our Nation's water resources infra-
structure. The equally important second part is having an adequate
appropriation of funding to not only construct but also operate and
maintain the projects that we authorize.

I note that the Corps has a backlog of deferred maintenance of
about $450 million. This reflects and aging national water re-
sources infrastructure and if we continue to ignore the deteriora-
tion of our locks, dams, flood control projects and parks and recre-
ation areas, we risk destructions in waterborne commerce, lower
levels of protection against floods, reduced service to the recreating
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public and environmental damage. We must assure that the oper-
ation and funding levels are adequate and efficiently allocated to
priority needs.

I applaud the inclusion in this year's budget of $27 million to
begin a modernization program for Corps of Engineers recreation
areas. This is a good start in addressing serious problems.

I'm also deeply concerned that the level of construction appro-
priations for the Corps of Engineers Water Resources Program is
not sufficient to provide for the efficient development of worthy and
needed projects this committee authorizes. National investment in
water resources has not kept pace with our level of economic ex-
pansion.

While some of the shortfall has been appropriately met by the
States, there is also a role for the Federal Government. If the steep
decline in Federal investment continues, our continued economic
expansion and environmental improvement will be threatened. Na-
tional public water resources infrastructure investments in 1960
amounted to 1.1 percent of our gross domestic product. Today, that
figure is .2 of 1 percent of GNP.

One of the results of this declining investment is that there are
about 400 projects in various stages of implementation which were
authorized in past WRDA bills and which have received either de-
sign or construction funding. This represents a $30 billion backlog
in Federal funds needed to complete these projects. That figure
doesn’t include the Federal share of the $5.6 billion projects that
we authorized in WRDA 1999. They haven't received any construc-
tion funding or design money and now we're now going to authorize
WRDA 2000.

I recognize that this backlog contains a few projects or incre-
ments of projects that are not needed at this time or which cur-
rently lack non-Federal sponsors. One of the things | have talked
to Joe Westphal about is that we ought to go through and look at
those projects and knock some of them off that list that don't be-
long there for one reason or another so we have a better handle on
what is out there.

The recent disclosures about segments of the inland navigation
systems that are not achieving their projected benefits and allega-
tions about less than objective analysis of the costs and benefits of
the upper Mississippi River improvements highlights the need for
critical review of authorized projects before any funding decisions
are made.

You're going to have a chance to comment on that but when the
public reads about the Red River and the money that was put into
that and the ostensible benefits from river casinos, it does a great
deal of harm to the effort.

Having said that, the majority of projects in the backlog compet-
ing for the limited Corps construction budget have recently been
authorized based on recommendations of this committee. In other
words, these projects come out of this committee.

I’'m not advocating increased levels of Federal spending as a gen-
eral matter. The problem is spending our Federal resources on the
right things. Among the right things that are not receiving ade-
quate funding are many of the worthy projects authorized by this
committee.
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We were down in Florida and talking about the Everglades and
pointing out that they were very anxious to get going with the Ev-
erglades restoration. | think people were shocked when | said to
them that the $30 billion for the project—$3 billion of which was
to go in WRDA'’s budget for the State of Florida—where is this
money going to come from?

A second area that concerns me about the Corps’ budget is the
seeming lack of regional and State equity in the distribution of
projects. I'd like you to comment on that too. | recognize that this
is a complex issue involving considerations of population, severity
of water resource problems and non-Federal sponsorship. However,
the State disparities are striking.

For example, my State of Ohio has less than $100 million in Fed-
eral funding needed to complete ongoing projects, while the com-
parable figure for the State of Florida, as | mentioned, is almost
$3 billion. That is before any consideration of proposals in WRDA
2000.

I see that the Administration has once again proposed a new
harbor services user fee and Harbor Users Fund to fund construc-
tion, operation and maintenance of our Nation’s harbors and chan-
nels. The Harbor Service user’s fee is proposed to replace the exist-
ing harbor maintenance tax, a portion of which the Supreme Court,
as you know, has struck down, and recognizes the current tax on
imports and domestic traffic is not sustainable.

I applaud the Administration’s effort to support the construction
and operation maintenance of the Nation’s ports and waterways
but the development and maintenance of our ports is essential to
our national economy, including the economy of the vitally impor-
tant Great Lakes Region. However, in my view, the Administra-
tion’s harbor services user fee proposal will destroy the very Great
Lakes maritime commerce it seeks to promote and as you know, is
strongly opposed by both Great Lakes port carriers and shipper in-
terests. There is a similar national opposition to this proposal.

I share these concerns and urge the Administration to withdraw
this ill-advised proposal and to develop an acceptable replacement.
I'd like to work with you on that. What are the options.

I mentioned earlier the disclosures in the January 9 and 10 arti-
cles in the Washington Post which highlighted a number of seg-
ments of the inland waterway system where barge traffic and navi-
gation benefits have fallen far short of projections. This has been
followed by allegations in a February 13 article in the Washington
Post that the economic analysis of the upper Mississippi River
Navigation Expansion Project has been distorted to favor a positive
recommendation on lock expansion. I am very concerned about
these disclosures.

We have already spent about $2 billion in Federal funds to con-
struct the Red River waterway and navigation benefits are a frac-
tion of those projected. At the same time, worthy projects lack
funding and are being constructed on inefficient schedules due to
inadequate funding. We cannot afford anymore Red Rivers.

In authorizing projects, it is absolutely essential that the Con-
gress be able to rely on objective and high quality analysis of
project costs and benefits by the Corps of Engineers. We just can’t
afford to have projects coming here after Corps analysis and not
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have them accurate because we rely on the Corps for information
on the viability of these projects.

One of the things I'm concerned about is the Everglades project.
We mentioned in the hearings that the specificity that ordinarily
accompanies reports from the Corps of Engineers is not there for
almost every one of those projects. | think we need an explanation.
Is that a premature presentation at this time?

I want to make it clear that I'm all for the Everglades but the
point is, if we we're going to get started with a massive project like
that, it seems to me we need the specificity on those projects so
that we can determine whether they are worthy or not to go for-
ward.

I have noticed that Senator Chafee is here this morning. Senator,
would you like to make a statement?

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. LINCOLN CHAFEE,
U.S. SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF RHODE ISLAND

Senator CHAFEE. Yes, thank you.

I'd like to extend my appreciation to Secretary Westphal and
General Ballard for being here to discuss their budget.

I would agree with the chair, that in general, there are some con-
cerns about the uncertainty within the Corps relating to future
growth plans and the standards by which the Corps evaluates
projects. | am concerned by these allegations and hope these uncer-
tainties can be resolved expeditiously.

In general, however, | think there is more work to be done and
I am encouraged by the Corps’ increased emphasis on environ-
mental concerns. At one time, the Army Corps was perceived as an
organization with little interest in environmental protection or res-
toration. In fact, the Everglades Project 40 years ago is what we
are now undoing with the massive project before us.

Along with Challenge 21 and the Everglades Project, that percep-
tion is changing. | believe this is an excellent step and | commend
the Corps for its efforts to integrate environmental concerns into
traditional flood control and navigation projects. 1 hope this work
continues.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator VoINoVICH. Senator Warner?

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN W. WARNER,
U.S. SENATOR FROM THE COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA

Senator WARNER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I wonder if I might indulge in a little story that I think is appro-
priate to the occasion.

I've been privileged to be on this committee many years and have
been present when the Corps appeared. It is always a very special
day and indeed a very special oversight responsibility of this com-
mittee. Now we have a new distinguished chairman to undertake
this task.

There were a few of us in the Library of Congress welcoming the
King of Spain and James Billington, the head of the Library, was
walking down showing the magnificence of this structure and he
told us this little story.
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He said that Yeltsin came up to see it on his official visit and
Yeltsin was overwhelmed at the magnificence of this building. Mr.
Billington was explaining to him that it was built in 1897 and that
the Corps of Engineers built the building and that it came in under
budget. Yeltsin was overwhelmed. He said, you mean you built this
building in this country without the power of a czar?

That's why it's called the Library of Congress. We're not the tzar
but we do work with the Corps and others to build these magnifi-
cent structures. | know of no traditional heritage in this country
in the military that has greater pride than the Corps.

Do you realize, Mr. Chairman, in the history of our country, the
number one graduate of West Point has always gone into the
Corps. General McArthur, when he graduated, went into the Corps.
As a matter of fact, if I'm correct, you're wearing McArthur’s badge
of the Corps which he has given to the Corps.

General BALLARD. That's correct, sir.

Senator WARNER. The very one that he wore, so you have proud
and long tradition and this committee under our new chairman and
the chairman of the subcommittee are here to support you but to
do it in a constructive way.

I just want to bring up one subject if | may. Last year before this
committee, several members, including myself, raised issues con-
cerning the Corps mission to continue to participate in hurricane
protection projects. This is very important to a number of us in the
coastal areas.

As you know, the Congress has opposed the Administration’s pol-
icy to terminate Federal participation in these kinds of projects. In
testimony and responses before this committee, | think Mr.
Westphal, you made a commitment to resume funding for these
projects if the Congress made changes to increase the non-Federal
costs. | believe you also followed up in writing on this commitment.

We made these changes in response to your direction in the
WRDA Act of 1999. Yet, the President’s fiscal year 2000 budget did
not include funding for hurricane projects. | hope in the course of
your statement, Mr. Westphal, you can give us clarification on that.

I thank the distinguished chairman and thank you for the oppor-
tunity to tell you a little story.

Senator VoiNovicH. Senator Smith, we are very pleased that
you're here today, the chairman of our committee.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. BOB SMITH,
U.S. SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF NEW HAMPSHIRE

Senator SmMITH. Thank you, very much, Mr. Chairman, and thank
you for holding this hearing this morning.

I just want to say, gentlemen, I'm here to listen to your testi-
mony but it is the kind of press that was in the paper this morning
that is troubling. If there is this lack of communication between the
civilian and the military leaders on the direction of the civil works
program, then this obviously is unacceptable and we need to
straighten it out. The trust of the Army Corps, as Senator Warner
alluded to, and the accomplishments of the Army Corps are legend-
ary. He mentioned General McArthur as one and | feel the same
way.
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We want to make sure that we don't lose that trust that you
have built up over the years with the public. So whatever this is,
let's get on top of it and get it straightened out and quickly. | think
that is very, very important because I, for one, know of the good
works that have been done by the Corps over the years. We don't
want to see any of that diminished by these problems.

With that, Mr. Chairman, thank you again for holding the hear-
ing and I'm here to listen to the witnesses.

Senator VoiNovicH. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Secretary Westphal?

STATEMENT OF HON. JOSEPH WESTPHAL, ASSISTANT SEC-
RETARY OF THE ARMY, CIVIL WORKS, U.S. ARMY CORPS OF
ENGINEERS

Secretary WESTPHAL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and distin-
guished members of the committee.

I'm delighted to be here to talk about the President’s budget pri-
orities for 2001.

The 2001 budget is very consistent with the funding levels that
were enacted by Congress in recent years and it is also very con-
sistent with the President’s overall domestic priorities.

We have come a long way in the past 2 years to reconcile these
differences between the President’s budget and the congressional
appropriations. | believe this is a very positive step in continuing
to form a good partnership on the priorities in this budget and in
this program.

The President is hopeful that the budget he presented earlier
this month will provide Congress a well-balanced set of priorities
that address a broad range of issues facing our Nation’s infrastruc-
ture, our economy and the quality of life of our citizens.

The President’s budget for the Civil Works Program includes
nearly $4.1 billion for discretionary programs which is comparable
to the amount appropriated in the 2000 budget. It is about $160
million above what the President proposed last year and with the
non-Federal contributions and other funding, the total funding for
the Civil Works Program in 2001 will be approximately $4.5 billion.

Like last year, a significant portion of the budget for the con-
struction and maintenance of commercial channels and harbors is
based on enactment of the harbor services user fee proposal. Last
year, Congress appropriated about $750 million from the existing
Harbor Maintenance Trust Fund just for the maintenance of chan-
nels and harbors. The new user fee proposal, if enacted, would
make up to $950 million available in fiscal year 2001 for commer-
cial harbor and channel work to procedure on an optimal schedule.

I'm very pleased to also note that there are two very important
initiatives in this budget. You mentioned one of those, Mr. Chair-
man. It's been about 20 years since the last major efforts were
made to understand and assess the complex relationships among
various and often competing water resource issues. On a river
basinwide basis, the Federal Government and the States, | believe,
the President believes, need a comprehensive and holistic approach
that considers the multijurisdictional and transnational aspects of
water resources to work effectively. In that vital partnership, re-
quirements of today’'s complex issues—States, tribes, counties, river
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basin authorities, and other regional organizations, along with the
Federal Government—can take a broad look at water resources
needs.

In short, we're proposing four studies, two of which will follow
your guidelines under Section 729 of the Water Resources bill of
1986 asking us to study water resource needs and river basins. The
President’s fiscal year 2001 budget commits $2 million to initiate
these four broad river basin studies.

Two of them, the Rio Grande Basin and the White River Basin
in Arkansas, would be completed under Section 729 and the Yel-
lowstone River Basin in Montana and Missouri, the middle Mis-
sissippi River Basin, would proceed under specific authorizations
already granted in previous bills.

The other initiative is the President is proposing that we make
a long and serious effort to rehabilitate our recreation facilities
around the country. What most people don't realize is that the
Corps of Engineers is just about the largest provider of water-based
recreation in the Nation. In fact, it is the largest provider.

There are 4,340 recreation areas at more than 456 lakes in 42
States. These recreation areas host 377 million visitors annually.
So the combination of heavy use, lack of routine maintenance, and
changes in visitor needs has caused significant deterioration of
recreation facilities, most of which were constructed in the 1960's
and 1970's and are, therefore, out of date today. Twenty-seven mil-
lion dollars is included in our 2001 budget to initiate this recre-
ation modernization program.

We will replace or rehabilitate facilities at more than 2,389 recre-
ation areas that the Corps of Engineers manages directly. We hope
to upgrade facilities and install more family oriented facilities, im-
prove general access to water-related recreation opportunities over
the next five to 10 years.

Also in the President’s budget is included a $20 million request
to initiate Challenge 21, which is delivering ecosystem restoration
and flood hazard mitigation programs authorized last year in
WRDA 1999. This initiative expands the use of nonstructural flood
hazard mitigation options and restoration of riverine ecosystems to
allow a more natural recision of flood waters and provide other
benefits to the communities and the environment. Challenge 21
will create partnerships with communities and establish a frame-
work for more effective coordination with key Federal and State
agencies.

In fiscal year 2001, the President’s proposed budget includes $82
million to initiate new investments for a total of $1.6 billion. Of the
total, $410 million will be financed directly by non-Federal spon-
sors, including lands, easements, rights of way and relocations.

In addition to the four comprehensive studies and two new pro-
grams that | noted earlier, the fiscal year 2001 budget will include
four new surveys, one new special study, one new preconstruction
engineering and design project and 12 new construction starts.

The President is committed to the traditional missions of improv-
ing our navigation, our transportation system, protection of our
local communities from floods and other disasters and maintaining
and improving the hydropower facilities across the country.



8

Like the Congress that in recent years has expanded the Corps’
responsibilities to include restoration of aquatic and wetland
ecosystems, the President is very supportive of all our efforts to
move toward more significant environmental restoration efforts.

In summary, Mr. Chairman, the President’s budget for 2001 for
the civil works program | think is a good one. It demonstrates a
commitment to civil works, a strong program of new construction,
a plan to solve the constitutional problem with the existing harbor
maintenance tax, a firm commitment to maintain our existing in-
frastructure, increased use of civil works environmental restoration
expertise and authorities, and support for our ongoing missions.

With that, Mr. Chairman, | will submit a more detailed state-
ment for the record.

Thank you for the opportunity to testify today.

Senator VoiNovicH. Senator Wyden, would you like to make a
statement before General Ballard testifies?

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. RON WYDEN,
U.S. SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF OREGON

Senator WYDEN. Just very briefly, and | appreciate it, Mr. Chair-
man. | have to be in two places at once today.

It seems to me why your hearing is so important is that events
of recent days suggest to me that Members of Congress now need
to be willing to commit political heresy, and that is, there has to
be opposition from each of us to projects in our area that aren't cost
effective and don't meet tough environmental restoration stand-
ards.

We've got a couple of projects in our area that are extremely im-
portant, the deepening of the Columbia Channel, the project in
Astoria as well. I'm prepared to say that those projects, just like
any others, have got to meet these tough standards with respect to
the use of taxpayer money and with respect to environmental
standards.

I know that effort has been a priority of yours as well and | look
forward to working with you on a bipartisan basis.

Senator VoiNovicH. Thank you, Senator.

General Ballard?

STATEMENT OF LIEUTENANT GENERAL JOE N. BALLARD, U.S.
ARMY, CHIEF ENGINEER AND COMMANDING OFFICER, U.S.
ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS

General BALLARD. Mr. Chairman, distinguished members of the
subcommittee, as Mr. Westphal has fully addressed our budget is-
sues, | will limit my comments to the recent media reports on the
Corps.

First of all, I want to thank you for the opportunity to comment
on the recent allegations surrounding the upper Mississippi and II-
linois River navigational study. These allegations are very trou-
bling to me as they are to you. They are troubling to me because
they challenge the very nature of the value of the Corps of Engi-
neers to the Nation. That value is trust, a trust in our absolute in-
tegrity to provide to the Administration and to this Congress,
water resource investment recommendations that are unbiased and
technically sound.
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While the widely publicized allegations and media reports at-
tempt to erode the foundation of that trust, | am certain beyond
a doubt that your trust has not been misplaced. | therefore wel-
come and will fully support all independent, outside investigations
of the allegations and any review of our process. | will take prompt
corrective actions if wrongdoing is discovered and | stand ready to
make improvements to our processes if it is warranted.

I will assure you, however, that when all of the facts are in, the
integrity of the Corps will be intact and you will know the trust
you have traditionally placed in the Corps is well founded. Let me
explain the reasons for my confidence.

First of all, I believe in the professionalism and dedication of the
Corps team and | have absolutely great trust in my leaders. Addi-
tionally, our process has a series of built-in checks and multiple
levels of review to ensure objectivity. These include independent
technical reviews, a minimum of two formal public reviews, Wash-
ington level policy review, State and agency coordination require-
ments and finally, review by the executive branch in accordance
with Executive Order 12322.

It is important to note that all of these reviews are yet to be con-
ducted in the case of the upper Mississippi River and lllinois River
navigation study. It is also important to remember that there are
no easy, clearcut answers to the complex issues we face in this par-
ticular study. Technical experts may, and they often do, honestly
disagree on the specifics. The value that the Corps brings to the
process is to ensure that both sides of any technical agreement are
completely analyzed and receive proper peer review, proper public
review and of course, policy review.

In the particular study in question, the draft report has not yet
been completed—a fact that is lost on a lot of folks—much less
than undergone these series of reviews. So any allegations in this
regard may be, and probably are, a bit premature. Ultimately, after
a full and open debate, balanced professional judgment must enter
the process.

Dealing with technical agreement is the role of our field com-
manders. That is what we pay them to do. They must make tough
decisions often in the face of strongly held opposing views. The
Corps’ process ensures that all interests are heard, all interests are
heard and that the final recommendations are unbiased and based
on the best science available, and most importantly, in the public
interest.

In our business, there is almost always at least one interest
group that is opposed to some specific findings, but when all of the
facts are in, I'm confident, again, in the integrity of our process and
the leaders who guide that process.

In a broader perspective, we are seeking to identify unmet na-
tional water resource needs. These are based on published and doc-
umented information. Water resource development is too important
to let the media set national priorities. Our role is to apply a struc-
tured, reasonable approach to identifying and quantifying the na-
tional water resource needs and through an extensive communica-
tion process with our partners, the stakeholders and other agencies
and the general public, we recommend responsible alternatives for
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national investment that will meet economic development and envi-
ronmental needs both today and in the future.

Let me address the question of the growth of the Corps’ program.
It is absolutely not our intention to grow this organization in terms
of manpower. In fact, over my tenure, we have consciously reduced
the size of our work force, the number of offices in the Corps. What
we are doing is seeking to increase our value and service to the Na-
tion. We are identifying unmet national water resource needs that
fall within the Corps mission. These needs are based on a wide va-
riety of published and well documented information and input from
the stakeholders across the Nation.

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, | am confident that our process,
our execution and the judgment of our leaders is sound and yields
balanced recommendations for wise water resource investment.
Our screening process for potential projects is tough. Historically,
only 16 percent of the studies we begin ultimately result in a con-
struction start. In other words, 84 percent of proposed projects are
discarded by the Corps, they never make the cut.

The projects that make it through the screening process are ulti-
mately constructed and provide a positive return to the Nation’s in-
vestment. Over the last 4 years, we have pursued our mission to
address the Nation’s current and emerging needs in an environ-
ment of deliberate downsizing of our organization. Again, | have re-
duced the size of the Corps of Engineers by nearly 10 percent,
while streamlining and improving the efficiency of our business
processes.

I am confident that the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers is pursu-
ing its mission with the utmost professionalism and integrity and
will continue to serve this Nation well.

Again, thank you, Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommit-
tee. This concludes my statement and | will be happy to take your
questions.

Senator VoiNoVICH. Thank you.

As | mentioned in my statement, there is just a tremendous
backlog of projects that need to be funded. When you think of the
fact that each year our appropriations for energy and water are
about $1.4 billion, those dollars are few and far between and we
need to make sure they are being spent on projects that are wor-
thy.

I must say | was a little bit surprised when | read the Post this
morning and Mr. Westphal indicated that he was not aware of the
slide presentation about the growth of your organization. I'd like
the two of you to comment on that.

Secretary WEsSTPHAL. Obviously, responding to the press over a
telephone about alleged documents without seeing them was dif-
ficult. Let me just say this. The Corps has internal processes they
go through to look at, and I'll let General Ballard address the spe-
cifics, which address the internal needs of the Corps. Those eventu-
ally come to my office and to the Secretary, and eventually the
Congress.

We have a very grassroots level for making policy. Generally
speaking, as | prepare a budget, as | prepare a water resources bill,
the information, the needs are addressed through the regional of-
fice of the Corps and is brought to our office. Then we make the
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policy decisions in our office as to what we think is appropriate and
what we don't think is appropriate.

I am not in a position at my office in the Pentagon to know ev-
erything going on in the field and to know what the needs of the
country are everywhere. That has to filter up through your con-
stituents that bring those matters to the Corps and then they filter
to the Chief and to me. That is an appropriate way for things to
happen.

The people who work for the Corps, about 2 percent of the em-
ployees of the Corps of Engineers are at his headquarters. Most of
them are your constituents, your citizens. They live in your commu-
nities and they have a sense of what is going on out there, what
they needs are and those are filtered up through a process to me.

On these particular allegations, we have been in sync on a very
important principle. This is a great asset for the Nation. The U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers, as Senator Warner pointed out, has been
a great asset for this Nation for almost 150 years or more. | believe
that and | believe that the Nation also has great needs out there,
many of which are not satisfied within the budget constraints that
we are all working under and also within authorities that different
agencies have for the needs of the States and various parts of the
country.

I believe that you have this asset, this resource and you have
needs out there. To the extent that we in the Administration and
you in the Congress can come together and determine whether or
not those needs can be fulfilled by this institution, by this organiza-
tion based on its capabilities and its expertise, |1 think we do that
and we should continue to do that.

So we are in that process. We prepare a water resources bill to
you, as we are doing this year and as we did last year, that tells
you what we think from a policy standpoint are the needs out there
and where we think those needs can be fulfilled.

Senator VoINoVICH. Let me ask you this, in terms of manage-
ment, you are Assistant Secretary of Defense and you have respon-
sibility. Is there a mission statement of the Administration or a
policy statement as to the role of the Army Corps of Engineers and
what the priorities are that kind of sends a signal to the Corps in
terms of what it is they are supposed to be doing?

Secretary WESTPHAL. There's two things. There is the general or-
ders of the Secretary of the Army which spell out my responsibil-
ities in terms of oversight and leadership in the budget and policy
area, say over the Corps of Engineers. That is one area.

The other is that we do have developed over time jointly with the
Corps, not necessarily in General Ballard’'s tenure but over the
course of many years of work, a mission, an understanding of what
the Corps’ mission is for the Nation. That mission continues to de-
velop as you have seen fit to develop it in water resources bills in
recent years by expanding that mission say into the environmental
restoration area.

So when the Corps does a study on a project, when it does an
environmental impact statement, a cost benefit study, a feasibility
report, that report requires not only a technical analysis, but also
a policy analysis. Does it fit the policy, does it fit the mission.



12

Senator VoiNovIcH. Do you review those as they come up? Do
you have somebody in your staff that looks over these projects as
they come in to kind of give them direction or react to them?

Secretary WESTPHAL. There is a review process. Before | came on
board, my predecessors delegated some of that policy review to
Headquarters, Corps of Engineers. That was a function of the tre-
mendous size and number of these reviews, the expertise he has at
headquarters, combined with our ability to participate in that proc-
ess. That was delegated to Headquarters, Corps of Engineers.

We do what we consider to be an ad hoc review of many of these
documents, the ones that tend to be bigger and perhaps more con-
troversial or more difficult to look at, or we have a specific interest
because either a Member of Congress or someone has pointed out
there are issues there. We elevate those to our office.

I have a very small office and we do require more people. There
was a delegation made before | came and | have been spending
quite a bit of time reviewing whether that delegation needs to re-
main the way it is or whether it needs to be rescinded. | have been
in discussions with the Chief of Engineers about that.

There is a policy review that currently is being done at head-
quarters for us and then we work jointly with their people. The
next step after that is that report goes to OMB, to the President.
OMB then has a function of reviewing it. OMB also, in terms of
staff size and ability to look at all of this, needs to get something
they can have confidence in. They need to have a report reviewed
by us they can be assured has all the quality checks done on it.

We work very closely with OMB as they get it and before it
comes to you for an authorization and approval.

Senator VoiNovicH. I'd be interested if you have anything in
writing about the process and what the procedure is in terms of
how the system works.

I have some other questions and other members of the commit-
tee. Senator Chafee?

General BALLARD. Mr. Chairman, | would like an opportunity, if
I might, to talk about how | see the process, just to add to what
the Secretary said.

The Corps of Engineers is more than just civil works, as you
know. We have a large mission not only to execute the civil works
program for the Nation, but we also support the military program
for DOD and we provide technical support to other agencies. So |
have oversight responsibilities given to me by the full range of the
Army Secretariat, not just civil works.

When we develop any project, it is not done in the back of a room
in secret. On any of the policies, this is done in a very open process
so that everyone is aware of it.

The allegations that appeared in the newspaper make it seem as
if there is a bunch of rogue officers plotting to take over this pro-
gram. That is simply not true. Everything that we do, every project
that is developed, every program eventually feeds itself into a
budget submission. Once that budget is approved, whether it is a
series of studies or what have you, that is the way it works. It is
bottom fed but it flows up through the district office, the division
office, my office, eventually if it is a program initiative, to the Of-
fice of the Secretariat. If it is a new initiative that we are propos-
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ing to the Administration, it then goes from the Secretary’s office
through OMB, through this whole policy review and eventually
makes it to the President’'s budget.

The statements that are being played out in the newspaper that
you and | read this morning, shows a general lack of understand-
ing of how this process works. There is no way that me or any of
my officers can generate a project or even a policy and execute it
without the full authority of the Administration and this Congress.
It just doesn’'t happen. | wanted to be very clear on that to sort of
complete the statement if you will.

Thank you for allowing me to interject.

Senator VoiNovicH. Senator Chafee?

Senator CHAFEE. As you said in your opening statement, there
is a $30 billion backlog of projects before the Corps that haven't
been appropriated. What are you doing to try and increase your
revenues specifically with the Supreme Court setback? How are
you going about addressing that?

Secretary WEsSTPHAL. The backlog is a function of both the Ad-
ministration and the Congress being unable to put these projects
on full funding, full capability funding. In other words, as the
chairman mentioned, you have water resources bills that come
every 2 years and they add more projects to the pot. The pot gets
bigger but the budget is limited.

For example, when | submit my budget to the Office of Manage-
ment and Budget, my budget for civil works competes with EPA’s
budget, Ag’'s budget, Commerce’'s NOAA budget, a good part if not
all of Interior. These are huge, huge areas in which it competes.

In the past few years with the budget constraints and the budget
agreements, they were working with similar caps as you here in
the Congress. So everything gets slowed down. So that backlog be-
gins to grow and grow and grow.

I said it to the chairman at the previous hearing, | said it to the
chairman of the Subcommittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture in the House, this is the dreaded “D” word, the deauthoriza-
tion word. | fully agree that | think we need to go back and look
together with you at that backlog and examine which of those
projects really are never going to get built. Many of those are get-
ting a little bit of funding to carry them through. So | think they
distort the picture a little bit.

It isn't $30 billion worth of projects by any means but there is
a lot we can do to clean up the book so to speak.

Senator CHAFEE. Before my time runs out, can | just followup on
the Supreme Court case. Do you have, a plan that would address
the Supreme Court case? That would provide revenues.

Secretary WESTPHAL. It would continue to provide revenues to
the Harbor Services Trust Fund. Right now that trust fund is
growing. | don't know the exact number but I'm going to say we
probably have somewhere around $1.5 billion in that fund. It may
even be more than that. That fund can be tapped to do all of the
navigation O&M work, plus in the proposal we've submitted, it
would also be able to be used for some construction work, for the
Federal portion of the construction work. So it does help to have
that. It is almost $1 billion a year we spend in that work. That is
an additional revenue source.
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I believe we have developed a proposal. There is opposition to it,
there is no question about it. The issue you raised, Mr. Chairman,
with respect to the impact of the Great Lakes, some of the develop-
ment of this proposal is being left up to rulemaking. In rulemaking
we will be able to make some adjustments | hope for some of the
areas where this may actually cause an adverse effect.

That is our proposal. We've laid it at the hands of the Congress.
I think it is appropriate for you all to debate it, discuss it, talk to
us about it, work with us on it. I will be glad to work with you,
Mr. Chairman, on any changes you see necessary. If ultimately you
and your constituents don't think that is the appropriate vehicle,
then we have to go back and look at something else.

Senator VoiNovicH. One of the things I'd be interested in follow-
ing up on is what other alternatives were there other than what
you're suggesting to us.

Secretary WESTPHAL. The only other alternative that has been
mentioned is using just the general revenue fund, just putting it
in to compete with everything else. Again, everything else compet-
ing, as we noted a minute ago, there's a backlog. Things are not
getting the appropriate amount of funding because of the competi-
tion overall in the budget. We believe this is an important area.

Senator VoiINovicH. The current situation is that you've got a lot
of money in the fund but with the elimination of a portion of it,
that fund will start to be depleted and if the other aspect of it is
attacked, it could all be gone and you'll be faced with nothing.

Secretary WESTPHAL. That's possibly true. The fund is continuing
to receive revenues from the import side of this.

Senator VoiNovIcH. | understand that.

Secretary WESTPHAL. So there will still be some money in the
fund but not enough to fully fund all the navigation needs of the
country. That is the other reason we propose this.

We've proposed this because General Ballard can tell you, we get
so many requests for more port deepening, deeper channels, bigger
ships, more maintenance, more work around the country, so we see
this as growing and very important to our trade posture.

Senator VoiNovicH. You've got $1.8 billion proposed for deepen-
ing the harbor in New York and New Jersey.

Secretary WESTPHAL. Yes, Sir.

Senator VoINoVICH. | just want to make one comment. General
Ballard, I'm aware of the fact that you have a defense side of this.
I want to tell you that last week | was in Kosovo and | want you
to know that Colonel McClure has done an outstanding job there
of putting up that facility. The facility is just outstanding and is
a reflection of the fact that the Army cares for their men and
women. | don't know if you've seen it yet, but it's an outstanding
piece of work. The Corps should be very, very proud of what they
have done over there.

General BALLARD. Thank you very much, sir.

Senator VoINOVICH. Senator Smith?

Senator SMITH. You can go ahead.

Senator VoINoOVICH. Senator Wyden?

Senator WYDEN. | just want to ask one question.

Listening to both of you this morning suggests to me that the
real key here is to come up with a better screen for determining
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what is a cost effective project. If you come up with a better screen
for determining what is a cost effective project, then you respond
to Senator Chafee’s point about the backlog and also you respond
to this public sense today that special interests are driving this
process.

General there is no question that there is a public process. No-
body is debating that but I can tell you a lot of people feel that the
special interests are driving this public process. They look at these
news stories and they say, these powerful special interests hotwire
the agenda and they are able to work their will.

It seems to me that if you all will go back to the drawing board
and come up with a better screen for what constitutes a cost effec-
tive project, you really make a lot of headway in two areas—one,
in terms of dealing with the backlog and two, in terms of dealing
with this public sense that the special interests call the shots.
There is no question in my mind that these stories of recent days
have really taken a toll on your credibility. Why don't we get your
responses to what I'm suggesting?

Secretary WESTPHAL. If you take the first story on the Red River,
I think it's very unfair because this is a project that originated
back in the 1960's, | believe, when the discount rates were consid-
erably different, when the methodology was not as stringent and
very different than what we're using today. So over the course of
time from the initial studies done on the Red River project to
today, the methodology is quite different, much stronger.

I've not come across any of these studies that haven't been fully
open, fully out there for people to review and look at. It's amazing
to me how open the process is.

Senator WYDEN. You're convinced that these stories are based on
outdated counts with respect to how you determine whether a
project is cost effective?

Secretary WESTPHAL. | believe that particular story, that the
whole development of the Red River project is an interesting study
in politics. Congress was deeply involved in that, as you saw in the
article; there were negotiations between Congress and the Presi-
dents in the past administrations about what should fly and not
fly. You mentioned in your opening Senator that there’'s a lot more
to these things than simply a study made by the Corps. In the
studies we're doing today, | think the methodologies are much
stricter, much stronger, much more timely.

The National Academy of Sciences did last year produce a report
in which they made a series of suggestions for us to reexamine the
principles and guidelines by which these studies are done. That is
under review in my office. We're going to be looking at that, we're
going to be working with the Corps to move that to the next level
and try to address those recommendations which | think many
were very valid.

We have new dimensions we are adding to the look at these
projects. The Corps is much more environmentally sensitive as a
requirement, let alone the fact that the people that work on these
projects are themselves interested in making sure they are environ-
mentally sound. So that is built into the equation.

Senator WYDEN. General, do you want to respond?
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General BALLARD. | most certainly do, sir. | want to take just a
minute and show you the chart on the process but while they are
putting that up, let me state that | think your concerns are well
founded. We should continually look at our process. We are in the
process of doing that.

We had the National Academy of Science to come in and do a
rather exhaustive look at our process. They came up with a couple
of findings but overall, they said that our process was excellent. We
also need to note that since we have put these changes into place,
the majority of the projects we have constructed returned an an-
nual return of about 26 percent on investment each year. So we're
building better projects.

The process but we are right here on the study phase. What we
are doing, in spite of what you read in the newspapers, we are in
the study phase of looking at a very complex system. We're trying
to project what the needs for the Nation on the waterways are
going to be in 2050, not an easy job. It's the first time we've ever
tried to do this but there are checks and balances that go along the
way.

That red chart says that we are in the final study phase to come
out with a draft report in December. We have yet to even address
this report. The special interest groups that you speak of, | think
have a role to play. | think it is very necessary for the five Gov-
ernors of those States to interject their feelings and desires on
what we produce. By the same token, the environmental folks will
want to have something to say as will the public.

What generated this was during the public review when we put
out preliminary data a lot of folks didn't like it and a lot of folks
did like it. One of the things we bring to the table is consensus
building and we’ll do that and produce a draft report and go
through the other series of public reviews.

Each one of those arrows means that someone, either at this
headquarters, out in the field, public review, agency review, has a
chance to validate and comment on what we're producing, so it is
a very open process. | don't think we want to change that because
whatever we produce, we're producing it for the public when it
talks about civil works. We just need to speed up the process.

The thing that bothers me is that we still take too long. | want
to move that and | need to do that by working on our internal proc-
esses. This was projected to be a 10-year study and we’ll probably
get it done, but we're talking 2050, a long time out. So | share your
concern, sir. | think they are on the mark and we need to take a
close look and continually refine what we do but I still would like
to say | think it is very necessary as we bring these projects to the
Congress that we give the public an everyone a chance to comment
on it. I don't back away from controversy.

Senator WYDEN. My only concern about your statement is when
you talk about speeding up the process, it's also a process of speed-
ing up rebuilding credibility because | think when | talked earlier
about a Member of Congress committing political heresy which is
what you do if you oppose a project in your area, and | think we
need to do that if it's not cost effective, if it doesn't deal with envi-
ronmental standards.



17

You don't want it to reach that point. In effect, there's been a
breakdown if all that work has been done and then a Member of
Congress says that project doesn't meet those rigorous tests, I've
got to oppose it. In order to have a more preventive oriented ap-
proach, I think you all are going to have to look at some new ways
not just to speed up the process, which | support, but speed up the
process of rebuilding credibility so that folks come away saying this
really isn't something where a handful of special interests, the pow-
erful, hotwire the projects but it's really something that serves all
the public, the economic concerns, the environmental concerns, the
taxpayer concerns.

Mr. Chairman, | appreciate your giving me the time.

Senator VoiNovicH. Thank you.

Senator Smith?

Senator SMITH. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

In terms of the article in the Post this morning and the backlog,
let me see if 1 can make a connection here and try to understand
this.

The current backlog is about $30 billion as | understand it of au-
thorized projects which are not yet completed. Maybe they received
the design approval or construction funding or a combination of
both or either or. This does not include, however, $5.6 billion in
new projects authorized in WRDA 1999, does not include in the
WRDA 2000 bill about $1.5 billion for Everglades restoration, an-
other $1.8 billion for deepening New York and New Jersey harbor.
The President’s budget this year proposes $1.3 billion.

When you read the Post this morning and apparently the feeling
within the agency that somehow we need to grow, it is amazing to
me how anyone could propose growth—if the term growth means
the growth of more projects or more work on our plate—or growth
maybe to get these projects done but if this is growth to create
more projects, that is a heck of a lot different than growth to get
the backlog done. Which is it? General Ballard?

General BaLLARD. | know it is exactly the first. The proposal
there is to grow the budget, not necessarily the number of folks
that | have. As | stated earlier, we have reduced 10 percent. If
we're going to attack the backlog, we need the funding to address
that.

We're talking about deferred maintenance. Our backlog of de-
ferred maintenance on the stuff we've already built is growing at
the rate of $100 million a year. The value of our capital stock has
declined by some $25 billion over the past 20 years. What is also
important is overall spending of the Corps’ Civil Works Program
has declined in real terms by one-third over the last 20 years.

So when we're talking about increasing spending and investing,
we're not talking new projects here; we're talking about working
what we have currently there to do, that has been authorized by
the Congress and what we know we have to do in order to protect
the investment. Even if we were to increase by the 50 percent that
was in the Washington Post this morning, we still would leave our
investment level below 1970.

Senator SMITH. Let me ask you two questions on the backlog.
Does each of the backlogged projects have a non-Federal sponsor to
participate in the local share?
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General BALLARD. Yes.

Senator SmITH. All of them do?

General BALLARD. Yes.

Senator SMITH. Are there any of those projects that, in the view
of the Corps, should be deauthorized?

General BALLARD. We are currently reviewing that. We think
there are some, as the Secretary mentioned earlier. We are cur-
rently screening that entire list of projects.

Senator SmiTH. This is where | have trouble with what the re-
port is in the Post. If there is a feeling in the agency that some
of the projects should be deauthorized, which it seems apparent to
me that would be the case if they've been backlogged that long, al-
though | don't have the detail on that, I don’t understand the
movement among the so-called “military officials” of the Corps as
quoted in the paper who feel otherwise, that we need to undertake
new construction projects to grow. That's what the allegation says.

Let me ask this specifically and then I'll yield to my colleagues.
When the term military officials is used in there, I'm assuming
you're not one of those military officials?

General BALLARD. Wrong. I am one of the military officials be-
cause we only have 500 military in all of the Corps of Engineers.

Senator SMITH. Are you one of the military officials they are re-
ferring to in the Post article?

General BALLARD. | have no idea what the writer of that article
meant or who he talked to.

Senator SmITH. Are you aware of the slide show that is alleged
here?

General BALLARD. I'm aware of the slide show. What the slide
show talks about, and I'd be very happy to address that, is an in-
ternal working document. The thing that I'm hired to do as the
civil engineer for the Nation, and that is what the Corps of Engi-
neers really is, is to address and to bring to the attention of the
Congress and the Administration needs out there that currently ex-
ists. That is what that document talks about.

Let me tick off a couple of them. Fifty-percent of our lock cham-
bers are over 50 years old and they have exceeded their economic
life. We need to bring that to the attention of the Administration
and the Congress and we need to address it. That's what this slide
show talks about.

Senator SMITH. | understand that. I'm not being critical on that
point. I guess my concern is, Mr. Westphal, you have no knowledge
of the slide show. If you're the man in charge and you don't have
knowledge of the fact that there are certain needs being addressed
in certain presentations by the military officials, how can you run
the agency? Were you aware of the slide show?

Secretary WESTPHAL. No.

General BALLARD. Sir, if | may, Secretary Westphal and 1 this
past August, several months ago, and he will verify this, met at a
meeting and we talked about these issues of backlog of mainte-
nance, locks, et cetera. We were in preparation of preparing this
when this document that we talk about, the slide show. In meeting
with my commanders, we have yet to produce it and bring it to
Secretary Westphal. So his not being aware of it is understandable,
I had yet to present it to him. We've been working this for the last



19

two, 3 months and had every intention of showing that to him and
building the program.

He also directed me to do an exhaustive review of our total main-
tenance and repair program. We addressed this concern last year
to the committee. We spent a year doing that. He has yet to see
that, but the way it would work is once we complete the plan, I
then present it to the Secretary for his policy and his guidance on
where we take it, how we build it into the budgetary process, how
we present it to the Administration.

He was absolutely right when he said he hadn't seen it because
I hadn't presented it to him.

Senator VoINoVvICH. Senator Bond, do you have an opening state-
ment?

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. CHRISTOPHER S. BOND,
U.S. SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF MISSOURI

Senator BonD. Mr. Chairman, thank you very much. | apologize
for coming late. | chaired a hearing of our Small Business Commit-
tee this morning, | was called to testify before another committee
and | have yet to testify in one more committee, one more subject
before lunchtime today, so | apologize for having to make a cameo
appearance.

I want to make one very important point before we begin. | have
had the pleasure of working with Secretary Westphal and General
Ballard and both of them have good Missouri ties, but | have
worked with them and | know these men. | know their capability,
their integrity, their honesty, their intelligence and their commit-
ment to the national good.

To the extent that somebody wants to challenge any of those, you
can talk about the Corps program or argue with the Corps pro-
gram, but if you take on the integrity of these gentlemen, you're
going to have to fight me and | will do whatever is necessary to
point out that these gentlemen and the men and women they rep-
resent are some of the finest public servants we have.

Having said that, |1 do want to make a number of points that |
think are extremely important. First, if | were asking questions, I'd
ask the Corps if it could send out a search party to find the North-
west Division’s preferred alternative for amending the Missouri
River Master Manual since it arrived at the White House Council
on Environmental Quality. We should have the CEQ and Fish and
Wildlife quit hiding behind the Corps and do the public hearings
themselves if they are going to be the ones choosing the alter-
natives. | just wish that CEQ was as interested and concerned
about proposals at Devil's Lake and the Garrison diversion legisla-
tion as they are about maintaining what we already have on the
Missouri and Mississippi Rivers.

I do want to focus my remarks today on the importance of the
Mississippi River to our region and our country’s competitive posi-
tion. I've worked with coastal State senators who are very, very
concerned about, and rightfully so, their position with respect to
coastal shipping because that is vitally important to them. River
habitat, river commerce, river neighbors are vitally important to
us.
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There have been suggestions about special interests. Yes, I've ad-
vocated a lot for the rivers. I've fought to get money for the envi-
ronmental management program on the Mississippi River. I've
fought to adopt, which this committee did last year, a water re-
sources development bill which authorized the Mississippi and Mid-
Mississippi River Habitat Restoration Program that Steven Am-
brose complimented yesterday as one of the great steps forward. So
there are a lot of interests we are representing. Those interests are
the interests of the people of the heartland.

The Mississippi River sees shipping in the magnitude of over 300
million tons annually. The locks on the upper Mississippi currently
being studied were built during the Depression era with a 50-year
design length. They're in poor condition because the 50 years is up.
People in my region believe that as we modernize and improve the
capacity for highways, we should do the same for our waterways.
For the good of this Nation, I hope and | trust the Corps has the
same view.

The Washington Post February 13 story quote, “How Corps
Turned Doubt Into a Lock,” continues the newspaper's campaign
against the Corps of Engineers and its mission which is critical to
the safety, environmental and economic health of my region. While
it may be news to the Washington Post, between Washington, DC
and California, there is a quiet, flat, productive region of the coun-
try we refer to as the midwest, where people rely on inland water-
ways for efficient transportation of goods and for recreational and
other multiple benefits.

There live the people who feed us, who provide this Nation over
$50 billion a year in exports with nearly $20 billion in trade sur-
plus. Last year, a relatively minor 30-day repair project on Locks
26 and 27 forced towers to use auxiliary chambers and pushed
rates up 5 to 7 cents per bushel.

While the Washington Post can dismiss this critical relationship,
those of us who are interested in the future of our rural economy
cannot and will not. The prosperity of the rural economy depends
upon having safe and efficient, reliable transportation alternatives
to help expand export markets.

Two-thirds of the corn and bean exports travel down the Mis-
sissippi and the aging locks in question are creating bottlenecks be-
cause they are beyond their original design capacity. After $54 mil-
lion in 7 years, shippers and carriers in the Mississippi River Basin
want to see at least some of their barge fees put to work on the
Mississippi.

I want to provide just a hint of the context of this whole discus-
sion about modeling and the economic analysis. 1 cannot and will
not speak to matters internal to the Corps. I am willing to express
some healthy skepticism that any economist can predict the next
50 years of benefits based on variables such as crop prices, crop
uses, fuel prices, export demand and the availability and cost of
shipping substitutes.

Here in the District of Columbia, we watch OMB disagree with
CBO on current year forecasts. When you try to forecast what is
happening the agriculture community, I've seen those projections
be dead wrong in 2 and even 1 year. In short, | don't trust anyone,
even a proud economist at the Corps, to tell me what they think
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the price of a bushel of beans will be and who will want to buy
them in the year 2050, but that is what apparently is being asked
of the Corps when they are told to provide an estimate of the
growth in demand for barge transportation through 2050.

It should come as no surprise that there may be internal debate,
a variety of outside views and a desire to err on the side of caution
from leaders who have a responsibility to the people. Without tak-
ing issue with the competence of the Corps’ economists, on behalf
of the midwest, | am more interested in the cost of being wrong.

If we neglect the system and fail to provide sufficient capacity,
the cost of lost export markets will not be hundreds of millions of
dollars but billions of dollars. Given historic growth, most antici-
pate further growth.

Furthermore, capacity is provided not just to facilitate expected
export growth, but to encourage export growth. As the Post noted,
“One of the many items that must be considered is transportation
alternatives to barge transportation.” As one medium-size barge
can carry the grain of over 800 trucks, a model shift from barge
to trucks is intuitively not safe, not efficient, and not good for the
environment. Think of the pollution that 800 trucks going through
St. Louis, Missouri would bring to the air quality of that region.

That leaves rail. The Environmental Defense Fund and the Post
may trust the tender mercy of those in the rail industry not to
raise rates and delay shipments, but try suggesting that to my
farmers who have had the experience showing that these giants
sometimes act to the contrary.

Mr. Chairman, our farmers cannot afford a railroad monopoly.
We have seen it in areas of the midwest and west and it's reminis-
cent of the grain piled on the ground in the old Soviet Union.

The post attacks a critical agency, its mission and the fine uni-
formed people who are conscientiously looking ahead to provide our
region modern and efficient transportation alternatives that serve
the best interests of this Nation. I know that General Anderson
and Colonel Mudd care about process and our Nation and have the
record to prove it.

Meanwhile, our foreign competitors are not spending $54 million
on a 5-year study and debating about whether the value of n in an
abstract formula equals 1.5 or 1.2. Our foreign competitors are
pressing ahead with billions of dollars of exports to seize advantage
by digging, building, plowing, planting and exporting. I am going
to offer the clips for the information of this committee and others.

The Post story on the economists attacked the reputation of hon-
orable people in the Corps not for taking a narrow view, which is
typically a fault of government servants, but for taking a broad
one. While | understand that a review of economist complaints
must take place in response to the complaint, we need to press
ahead with the study. We've had 7 years of study and $54 million
and we do not yet have anything to show for it. It is time for the
Corps to release the report and put it in the public domain and if
they will not provide a forward-looking recommendation, then Con-
gress will have to do it for them.

Mr. Chairman, | appreciate the chance to share my views and |
can assure you that there will be a strong letter to follow. | ask
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unanimous consent to submit these articles for the record detailing
foreign activities in transportation.
[The prepared statement of Senator Bond follows:]

STATEMENT OF HON. CHRISTOPHER S. BOND, U.S. SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF
MISSOURI

Mr. Chairman, | am chairing a hearing myself this morning, and am to present
formal testimony at another hearing so I regret that | cannot attend the entirety
of this hearing.

The budget for the Corps is not adequate to meet the Nation’s needs and some
of the “interests” that | have sought funding for are environmental interests.

These environmental programs include the Environmental Management Program,
the Missouri River Fish and Wildlife Mitigation Program and the new program in-
cluded by the subcommittee in the last WRDA, the Missouri and Middle Mississippi
Rivers Habitat Program.

There are a number of issues | would like to raise.

Among them include asking the Corps if they could send out a search party to
find the Northwest Division’s preferred alternative for amending the Missouri River
Master Manuel since it arrived at the White House Council on Environmental Qual-
ity. We should have CEQ and Fish and Wildlife quit hiding behind the Corps and
do the public hearings themselves if they are the ones choosing the alternatives. |
wish CEQ were as interested in Devil's Lake and Garrison Diversion projects.

However, I'll focus my brief remarks today on the importance of the Mississippi
River to our region and our country’s competitive position.

The Mississippi River sees shipping in the magnitude of over 300 million tons an-
nually.

The locks on the Upper Mississippi that are currently being studied were built
during the Depression-era with a 50 year design length and are in poor condition.

The people in my region believe that as we modernize and improve the capacity
for highways, we should do the same for our waterways.

For the good of this nation, | hope the Corps has the same view.

The Washington Post 2/13/00 story “How Corps Turned Doubt Into a Lock” contin-
ues the newspaper's campaign against the Corps of Engineers and its mission which
is critical to the safety and economic health of my region.

While it may be news to the Post, between, Washington, DC and California, there
is the quiet and flat region of the country we refer to as the Midwest where people
rely on the inland waterways for efficient transportation of goods.

There live the people who feed us and who provide this nation over $50 billion
in exports with nearly $20 billion in trade surplus. Last year, a relatively minor 30-
day repair project on Locks 26 and 27 forced tows to use auxiliary chambers and
pushed rates up 5-7 cents per bushel.

While the Post can dismiss this critical relationship, those of us who are inter-
ested in the future of the rural economy cannot.

The prosperity of the rural economy depends on having safe, efficient and reliable
transportation alternatives to help expand export markets.

Two-thirds of the corn and bean exports travel down the Mississippi and the
aging locks in question are creating bottlenecks because they are beyond their origi-
nal design capacity.

After $54 million and 7 years, shippers and carriers in the Mississippi River basin
want to see at least some of their barge fuels taxes put to work on the Mississippi.

Mr. Chairman, | want to provide just a hint of context to this whole discussion
about the modeling and the economic analysis.

While 1 cannot speak to maters